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Kin selection and multilevel selection theory are often used to interpret
experiments about the evolution of cooperation and social behaviour
among microbes. But while these experiments provide rich, detailed fitness
data, theory is mostly used as a conceptual heuristic. Here, we evaluate how
kin and multilevel selection theory perform as quantitative analysis tools.
We reanalyse published microbial datasets and show that the canonical
fitness models of both theories are almost always poor fits because they
use statistical regressions misspecified for the strong selection and nonadditive effects we show are widespread in microbial systems. We identify
analytical practices in empirical research that suggest how theory might be
improved, and show that analysing both individual and group fitness
outcomes helps clarify the biology of selection. A data-driven approach to
theory thus shows how kin and multilevel selection both have untapped
potential as tools for quantitative understanding of social evolution in all
branches of life.
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1. Introduction
For biologists seeking to understand the evolution of cooperation and social behaviour, mathematical theory has been a valuable guide for empirical research.
Kin selection theory, for example, has been enormously influential in part because
it shows that social evolution can be understood from just a few important quantities: how a behaviour affects the fitness of an actor, how that behaviour affects
the fitness of other individuals, and the genetic relatedness between social partners [1,2]. This theory was developed with a major focus on animal behaviour,
so its mathematical form was developed in terms of the quantitative-genetic phenotypes most easily measured in animal systems [3]. Similarly, evolutionarily
stable strategy (ESS) models of kin selection were formulated to facilitate predictions and empirical tests using comparative data [4] with substantial success [5–7].
More recently, microbial systems have become popular for addressing social
evolution [8]. Aside from these organisms’ intrinsic biological interest and
importance as pathogens and mutualists, they allow for empirical methods
that would be impractical or impossible in non-microbial systems. Fitness, for
example, is notoriously difficult to measure in multicellular organisms [9].
In microbial systems, though, it is common practice to directly measure the fitness effect of a defined change in genotype or environment under controlled
laboratory conditions. Evolution can even be observed as it happens and
replayed under different conditions [10,11].
Microbial systems also have their challenges. It can be challenging to measure
or even identify the phenotypes responsible for some fitness effect. And since
meiotic sex is often infrequent or absent, studies of microbial genetics tend to
focus on the effects of defined, discrete genotypes instead of quantitative genetic
analyses of continuous-valued traits (but see [12]). It can also be difficult to study
microbial behaviour in natural environments, making comparative tests of ESS
© 2021 The Authors. Published by the Royal Society under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution
License http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/, which permits unrestricted use, provided the original
author and source are credited.
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Figure 1. (a) Mix experiments investigate the fitness effects of microbial interactions by manipulating local genotype frequency. Illustration shows design of a mix
experiment for a hypothetical ‘cheating’ interaction where a strain benefits from an external good without paying the cost to produce it. (b) The canonical versions of
kin and multilevel selection both use statistical regression models poorly specified for the strong selection and non-additive fitness effects in microbial data. Plots
show example dataset from Pseudomonas bacteria that do or do not produce a secreted iron-chelating siderophore (PAO1 + PAO6609) [27]. Lines show fit of
canonical fitness models, whose additive fitness effects mischaracterize data and predict nonsensical results like negative cell number. Non-additive effects include
strains responding differently to mixing- and frequency-dependent selection within groups.

models rare. So the mathematical formulations of social evolution theory used in metazoan research are poorly suited to
the types of data microbiologists most often collect. Perhaps
as a result, microbial researchers often use ad hoc methods
to analyse and interpret their data, only using theory as a
conceptual heuristic or source of qualitative predictions.
Microbes are not intractable to mathematical theory, however. In the epidemiology of infectious disease, for example,
there is extensive close interaction between models and
data, with models formulated to make predictions in terms
of the data empiricists collect [13,14]. Models are tailored to
the richness of available data and then used to make quantitative predictions. Deviation of data from these predictions is
then used to refine models in an iterative cycle of improvement. One of the most important results to come out of this
theory is a summary statistic called R0: the average number
of secondary infections from a single infected individual in
a wholly susceptible population [13–15]. R0 provides an estimate of outbreak population dynamics and pathogen fitness,
allows researchers to compare very different infectious
agents, and guides public health responses to diseases like
SARS [16,17], Ebola [18] and COVID-19 [19].
What would a mathematical formulation of social evolution look like if it were able to engage with the quantitative
details of data from microbial experiments? Perhaps the
weak, additive fitness effects common in canonical theory
[2,3,9,20,21] are problematic in microbial systems where large
populations and rapid reproduction make selection especially
effective. Is kin selection theory the best approach, or would
it be more promising to use multilevel selection, which examines how selection acts within and between groups of
interacting individuals [22–24]? The proper formulation of

social evolution theory has been contentious [25,26], but it
has been debated mostly as abstract mathematics or as verbal
interpretations of specific models and results.
Here, we evaluate kin and multilevel selection as tools
for quantitative analysis of microbial data. We focus on a
common experimental design we call a ‘mix experiment’
(figure 1a). Mix experiments investigate the fitness effects of
microbial interactions by manipulating local genotype
frequency. One can, for example, compare the fitness of genotypes when they are separate to their fitness when they are
allowed to interact. Fitness is typically measured by comparing
the initial and final states of an experimental population. In
practice, mix experiments examine how selection acts in a
local subpopulation during one part of a microbe’s life
cycle—within a single infected host, for example. Their results
can then be used to estimate how selection in a larger metapopulation would depend on genetic social structure at this scale
(the distribution of initial genotype frequencies among subpopulations). Mix experiments do not typically measure
microbial behaviour or other social phenotypes directly.
We conduct kin and multilevel selection analyses of datasets
from published mix experiments and use quantitative measures
of statistical performance to assess what these approaches do
well, where they run into problems, and how often these problems occur. For guidance on how theory might better handle
the challenges of microbial data, we also identify analytical
practices in empirical research that are robust across different
microbial systems, provide insight into the causes of selection,
and allow quantitative comparison of social selection across
systems. A quantitative, data-driven approach can be a productive way forward to identify how theory can best aid our
understanding of social evolution in all branches of life.
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(b) Applying theory
Taking mix experiments as assays for the fitness effects of interactions within a single group of cells or virions, we let a strain’s
Wrightian fitness w be its final absolute abundance divided by
its initial abundance (electronic supplementary material, equation
(S3)) and let its Malthusian fitness be m = lnw. w and m measure the
net performance of a strain over the entire course an experiment,
potentially including multiple rounds of reproduction. Electronic
supplementary material, table S2 summarizes our notation.
Kin and multilevel selection are different frameworks for
understanding natural selection when individuals interact.
For the same biological situation, these theories use different
terms to describe which individuals interact and how those interactions affect fitness outcomes. Because social phenotypes are not
typically not measured in mix experiments, we use theory
formulated in terms of genotypes and fitness. We call these formulations ‘canonical’ because they are among the most general
descriptions of social selection and are common touchpoints in
theoretical discussion.
A common form of kin selection theory is neighbourmodulated fitness, which describes fitness as a function of one’s
own genotype and that of one’s social partners [2,28]. If strain genotype is g, with g = 1 for the focal strain of interest and g = 0 for its
partner, and G is mean group genotype (the initial frequency of the
focal strain), then kin selection canonically describes fitness using a
multiple least-squares regression of the form w ∼ g + G (electronic
supplementary material, figure S1 and equation (S6)). The slope
of w with respect to g is the direct effect of individual genotype
(the private cost of cooperation, for example), and the slope of w
with respect to G is the indirect effect of neighbour genotype
(e.g. the shared benefit of cooperation).
A common form of multilevel selection theory uses the Price
equation to describe fitness within and between groups [22,23].
If total group fitness is W and the within-group fitness difference
between strains is Δw, then multilevel selection canonically
describes fitness using least-squares regressions of the form
W ∼ G and Δw ∼ 1 (electronic supplementary material, figure S1
and equation (S9)). The slope of W with respect to G is
the among-group selection gradient, and mean Δw is the
within-group gradient.

(c) Calculations and statistics
We analysed all data using R [29]. We assigned wild-type and
ancestral strains to reference genotype and mutants and laboratory-evolved derivatives to focal genotype. We fitted statistical

3. Results
To evaluate social evolution mathematics as tools for analysing microbial data, we performed kin and multilevel selection
analyses of published datasets that share a common ‘mix
experiment’ design (figure 1a). We found that the canonical
fitness models used by both theories were almost always
poor choices for extracting quantitative summary statistics
because they used statistical regressions misspecified for the
strong selection and non-additive effects we found were
widespread in microbial systems.

(a) Strong selection is widespread in microbial data
Kin and multilevel selection are canonically formulated in
terms of Wrightian fitness—the number of individuals in the
descendant population per individual in the ancestral population (electronic supplementary material, equation (S3)).
Measured over the entire course of a microbial mix experiment,
this value can span several orders of magnitude (e.g. figure 1b).
As a result, the additive fitness models used by both theories
mischaracterize data in regions of low fitness and predict nonsensical results like negative cell number. The linear scale over
which these theories describe social selection is also a poor
choice for visualizing data because many values cluster near
zero (electronic supplementary material, figure S2).
To assess how common strong fitness effects are in
microbial systems, we measured the range of fitness values
in published datasets (electronic supplementary material,
figure S3). Mixing frequency typically affected strain and
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We surveyed published literature for mix experiments with different genotypes of the same microbial species, focusing on studies of
social evolution. We included experiments published in the last 20
years that measured the asexual survival and reproduction of
strains as a function of their initial frequency, holding constant
the total number of individuals. We aimed for breadth of species
and social trait, prioritizing studies with several mixing frequencies (initial genotype frequencies) over those with a single 50 : 50
mix. We identified 39 studies with experiments matching our criteria. We sought raw data from journal websites, public data
archives and directly from study authors. So that our results
would not be overly dominated by a few studies with many experiments, we included a maximum 12 datasets per study, prioritizing
those with most replication and covering the observed range of
interactions. In all, we obtained 80 datasets from 20 different
studies for further analysis (electronic supplementary material,
table S1).
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(a) Datasets

models by least-squares regression (lm() command), excluding
zeroes for comparison involving log-transformed quantities.
We evaluated model performance using the Akaike information criterion (AIC) [30,31] calculated via AIC(). AIC
measures goodness of fit discounted by the number of model
^ where k is the number of parparameters. AIC ¼ 2k  2 ln L,
^ is maximum likelihood. AIC comparisons are
ameters and L
meaningful even when models are not nested and have different
predictors. A common rule of thumb is models perform substantially differently if |ΔAIC| > 2, equivalent to adding a parameter
without improving goodness of fit. The best-performing model is
the one with the least AIC.
We sometimes compared the best-performing models (least
AIC) from sets of candidates (see electronic supplementary
material, table S3 for model details). To compare models fit to
linear or log-transformed fitness outcomes, we calculated the
AIC of logarithmic models, as measured on the linear scale, as
P
AIC() plus the Jacobian of the log transform: 2 ln yj , where
the yj are the fitted values [32]. To compare models fit to different
fitness outcomes, we calculated predicted values for the other
outcome set (electronic supplementary material, equations (S11)
and (S12)) then fit a Gaussian error parameter via maximum likelihood (mle() command) so that models would have the same
error structure. We counted M and Δm as part of the same
model so that neighbour-modulated and multilevel fitness
models each used four parameters and ΔAIC measured relative
goodness of fit.
To compare fitness effect sizes, we fit ‘log-linear’ models of
the form m ∼ g + G + gG, M ∼ G and Δm ∼ G, where slopes are
comparable to intercepts because they measure the total effect
of group genotype from zero to one. We calculated unstandardized effect sizes as the regression coefficients β in fitted
P
models and scaled effect sizes as b0 ¼ b= jbj, where the sum
includes all four coefficients.
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Figure 2. Fitness models usually perform better (least AIC) when they allow strong selection and non-additive effects. (a) Analysing data over logarithmic instead of
linear scales (e.g. Malthusian instead of Wrightian fitness) improves model performance. (b) Over linear fitness scales, allowing non-additive effects improves model
performance. (c) Even over logarithmic fitness scales, allowing non-multiplicative effects improves model performance. See electronic supplementary material, table
S3 for model details.
total group fitness by orders of magnitude. Within groups,
the fitness of one strain was often orders of magnitude greater
than the other. In most datasets, strong selection was the norm.
We even found strong effects in experiments measuring the
survival of starving Myxococcus bacteria to become spores in
fruiting bodies, with little to no reproduction.
Many studies dealt with strong selection by analysing
experimental data over logarithmic scales (electronic supplementary material, table S4). To evaluate this approach,
we compared models fit to linear or log-transformed fitness
outcomes with the same predictors. Log-scale models
almost always outperformed linear models (figure 2a).

(b) Non-additive fitness effects are widespread in
microbial data
Kin and multilevel selection are canonically formulated with
additive fitness effects, corresponding to statistical models
with linear, independent effects on Wrightian fitness (electronic supplementary material, figure S1). In the datasets
we analysed, fitness effects were often strongly non-additive
(e.g. figure 1; electronic supplementary material, S2). Fitness
responded nonlinearly to mixing frequency, for example,
there were interaction effects between self and neighbour
genotype, and there was frequency-dependent selection
within groups (within-group fitness was a function of initial
genotype frequency). As a result, kin and multilevel fitness
models were frequently poor fits.
To quantify the extent of non-additivity, we compared additive models to those with non-additive terms.
Non-additive models almost always performed better for

neighbour-modulated and within-group fitness (figure 2b).
For total group fitness they performed at least as well. In
most datasets, non-additivity was the norm.
Strong selection can create fitness effects that are multiplicative rather than additive, with independent linear effects
over logarithmic scales. To assess how much this contributed
to non-additivity, we compared multiplicative models to
those that could include interaction and nonlinear terms.
Nonmultiplicative models almost always performed better
(figure 2c).
Model performance was particularly improved by allowing
frequency-dependent selection within groups and interactions
between individual and neighbour genotype (electronic supplementary material, figure S4). These additional terms were
not just minor complications—they were typically a substantial
proportion of all fitness effects and could be the strongest social
effect (figure 3; electronic supplementary material, S5 and S6).
Initial frequency often determined which strain was more fit
(e.g. figure 1b).

(c) Strain and group fitness outcomes are both useful
Kin and multilevel selection focus on different fitness outcomes. For microbial mix experiments, kin selection focuses
on strain fitness, while multilevel selection focuses on total
group fitness and the relative fitness of strains within groups
(electronic supplementary material, figure S1). What are the
consequences of analysing a particular set of outcomes?
In the datasets we examined, we found cases where one
set of fitness outcomes revealed some biological result the
other did not. Analysing data from multiple perspectives
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Figure 4. Analysing both strain and group-focused fitness outcomes can reveal results that would otherwise go unseen. (a) Example from Myxococcus bacteria.
Mixing reduces the fitness of wild-type strain GJV2 but has no effect on laboratory-evolved strain PX. This one-way effect is not apparent in the original study [33]
because it only reports multilevel fitness outcomes. (b) Across datasets, kin and multilevel selection analyses mostly tell similar stories, but mixing frequently affects
strain fitness much more than total group fitness. Data compare analogous Malthusian effect sizes in models fit to the same dataset.

also revealed similarities between systems that would not
have been otherwise visible. During multicellular sporulation of Myxococcus bacteria, for example, evolved strain
PX inhibits sporulation of its ancestral wild-type but is
itself unaffected by mixing (figure 4a). Researchers were
aware of this one-way mixing effect (G. J. Velicer 2019,
personal communication), but because they only reported
multilevel fitness outcomes it is not apparent in the
original study [33], nor is its similarity to later findings in
Dictyostelium amoebae (electronic supplementary material,
figure S16) [34].

To quantify the extent to which effects seen in one set
of fitness outcomes were apparent in the other set, we fitted
neighbour-modulated and multilevel fitness models to each
dataset and then compared analogous effect sizes. Strain and
multilevel fitness mostly told similar stories, with the notable
exception that mixing frequently affected strain fitness much
more than total group fitness (figures 4b; electronic supplementary material, S6). In many datasets, there was strong selection
within groups but little change in total group fitness, a situation known as soft selection [24,35]. As a result, multilevel
selection could consistently describe data using fewer effective
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(a) Disconnect between theory and data
To evaluate kin and multilevel selection theory as tools for
analysing data about microbial cooperation and social behaviour, we reanalysed the results of published mix experiments
using both approaches. We found that while the different
fitness outcomes emphasized by each theory were both
useful, the canonical fitness models in both theories were
poor choices for quantitative analysis and comparison that
were almost always a poor fit for the strong selection and
non-additive effects that we found were widespread in
microbial data.
The fitness terms in kin and multilevel selection are statistical regressions made over the individuals and groups in
the population they are meant to describe. This approach is
general and exact even when fitness effects are not weak or
additive [2]. We are not claiming that kin or multilevel selection theory are conceptually incorrect, nor that they make
incorrect assumptions. But when the regression models do
not match the relationships in the data, the regression coefficients will not be true for other populations with a different
genotype frequency or a different distribution of genotypes
among groups, even if eveything else is the same [21,39,40].
So the fitness terms in these misspecified regressions are
not very useful summary statistics for quantifying and comparing social selection in microbial systems. It is perhaps
unsurprising then that empirical microbiologists use other
methods to analyse and interpret their data.
Non-additivity is an active area of research in social evolution theory [2,3,21]. Non-additivity may not be a problem
for the weak selection and qualitative predictions common in
metazoan research [2,9,20], but it has caused problems for
attempts to measure the parameters of Hamilton’s rule in
microbial systems [39,41]. Nonlinear responses are common
in microbiological research [27,42,43], but ad hoc data analyses
have so far made it difficult to assess what implications this has
for theory. By analysing microbial datasets using the same
quantitative fitness models as theory, we found that the

(b) Reformulating theory: challenges and prospects
If we wanted social evolution theory to be more useful for
quantitative analysis of microbial data, what does it need to

6
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4. Discussion

problems posed by non-additivity are widespread, strong,
and beset both kin and multilevel selection.
The culprit was the functional form of fitness models, not
the fitness outcomes themselves. Analysing strain fitness (like
in kin selection theory) or fitness within and between groups
(like in multilevel selection theory) are both useful approaches
to microbial data. Different fitness outcomes can reveal results
that would not be otherwise visible. Which approach is best
will depend on the system and question being investigated,
and may not be obvious beforehand. So while the proper formulation of social evolution theory is sometimes contentious
[25,26], it is practically useful to examine data from multiple
perspectives [44]. An analogy might be how physics embraces
different representations of the same process if they are
more convenient or provide deeper insight—different coordinate systems, for example, or classical versus Lagrangian
mechanics—even when they make the same predictions.
The datasets we analysed measured the net result of all
interactions over the lifetime of the microbial group studied in
a mix experiment. Many included several rounds of reproduction, which can compound fitness effects across generations
and increase their measured magnitude. Canonical theory
might perform better over shorter timescales, but measuring
and analysing fitness outcomes for individual cells and virions
is unlikely to resolve most issues. We found strong non-additive
effects, for example, in datasets measuring the survival of starving Myxococcus or Dictyostelium cells to become spores in
fruiting bodies with little to no reproduction over the course
of the experiment. And in many experiments initial frequency
determined which strain was most fit—a result that cannot be
caused by independent additive effects of self and neighbour
genotype. More generally, biologically important interactions
among microbes are often difficult to express in terms of
single-generation effects on individual fitness. A key benefit
of shared external goods like siderophores and virulence
toxins, for example, is often that they increase local carrying
capacity to allow further rounds of cell growth and division.
Because microbes reproduce quickly, their social groups and
interactions often span generations.
For many research questions, general social evolution
theory may not be ‘the right tool for the job’. General
theory is best for comparing different systems on the same
terms and deriving general principles. For specific biological
questions, though, it is often best to use models tailored to the
biology of the system [20,45]. Biologically specific models can
help researchers understand the often nontrivial fitness
effects of microbial phenotypes [42,43,46]. Even fixed differences in reproductive rate or lag time, for example, can
have frequency-dependent and non-additive fitness effects
when there is local resource competition [47]. Following the
time dynamics of mix experiments can be especially informative, as the specificity and richness of time-series data allows
strong tests of hypotheses that would otherwise be indistinguishable based on the initial and final time points alone
[47]. Analytical results are useful because they can clearly
identify all the effects and interactions in a model. But the
complexity of biologically specific models often requires
numerical solution, making them more difficult to analyse.

royalsocietypublishing.org/journal/rspb

parameters (electronic supplementary material, figure S7).
Some datasets were easier to analyse with strain fitness and
others with multilevel fitness, but there was no strong trend
(electronic supplementary material, figure S8).
Strain and multilevel fitness outcomes were both effective
for quantitatively comparing social selection in different datasets. The impact of social interaction varied considerably
among systems (figure 3; electronic supplementary material,
figure S5). In datasets concerning multicellular sporulation of
Myxococcus or Dictyostelium, for example, most fitness effects
were social. The effects of shared external goods like siderophores or secreted enzymes, on the other hand, were often
minor compared to base strain or group fitness.
Together, these results suggest it is empirically useful to
analyse both strain and multilevel fitness, then use whatever
is most convenient or informative. The studies we analysed
most often reported multilevel fitness (electronic supplementary material, table S4 and figure S9), even those verbally
framed in terms of kin selection [27,36–38]. Multilevel selection thus appears to hold substantial intuitive appeal, and
there is scope for more extensive use of strain fitness data.

Downloaded from https://royalsocietypublishing.org/ on 05 May 2022

Mathematical theory can play many roles in biological
research. Theory can be a conceptual or heuristic guide. It
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(c) Conclusion

can be a proof of concept to test the verbal logic of hypotheses
[49]. It can also be an analytical tool that provides quantitative
insight into the biology of a system—epidemiology’s R0, for
example. We found that kin and multilevel selection theory
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but they have mostly been formulated for metazoan biology. If
applying theory developed for one set of taxa to another very
different set is a test of that theory’s explanatory power, kin
and multilevel selection both have room for improvement.
Taking a quantitative, data-driven approach can help us
move beyond verbal and conceptual arguments to find a productive path where both theories are useful analytical tools
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do? Kin and multilevel selection are statistical descriptions of
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behaviour of its individual parts. So we can frame the theoretical challenge in statistical terms: How should we specify the
statistical model describing social selection? What variables
should it include, and in what functional form?
The main problem with canonical kin and multilevel
selection theory is their quantitative genetic approach formulated in terms of additive, independent effects on
Wrightian fitness—appropriate for macroscopic phenotypes
like sex ratio, perhaps, but not for microbial fitness. To be
analytically useful for microbes, theory would allow fitness
effects spanning orders of magnitude with generically nonlinear, genotype-dependent responses. It would also be
expressible in terms of both strain and multilevel fitness outcomes, be robust to different types of biological interaction,
and allow quantitative comparisons across very different
systems.
One approach is to extend existing theory—adding terms
to Hamilton’s rule to handle non-additive effects, for example
[3,39], or including multilevel selection terms for trait interactions, intermediate optima and selection peaks [24,48].
But this approach still requires researchers to translate their
ad hoc data analyses into the terminology of theory. Another
approach is to reformulate theory in terms more easily
applied to microbial data. Modelling fitness and frequency
effects over logarithmic scales seems especially promising,
though it is unclear how to best deal with zeroes that occur
in single-strain groups and when a genotype becomes
undetectible in the descendant population.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44.

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

55.

evolution theory. Am. Nat. 169, 207–226. (doi:10.
1086/510602)
Yurtsev EA, Chao HX, Datta MS, Artemova T, Gore J.
2013 Bacterial cheating drives the population
dynamics of cooperative antibiotic resistance
plasmids. Mol. Syst. Biol. 9, 683. (doi:10.1038/msb.
2013.39)
smith j, Van Dyken JD, Velicer GJ. 2014 Nonadaptive
processes can create the appearance of facultative
cheating in microbes. Evolution 68, 816–826.
(doi:10.1111/evo.12306)
Goodnight C. 2013 On multilevel selection and kin
selection: contextual analysis meets direct fitness.
Evolution 67, 1539–1548. (doi:10.1111/j.1558-5646.
2012.01821.x)
Servedio MR, Brandvain Y, Dhole S, Fitzpatrick CL,
Goldberg EE, Stern CA, Van Cleve J, Yeh DJ.
2014 Not just a theory—the utility of
mathematical models in evolutionary biology.
PLoS Biol. 12, e1002017. (doi:10.1371/journal.pbio.
1002017)
Hamilton WD. 1964 The genetical evolution of
social behaviour, II. J. Theor. Biol. 7, 17–52. (doi:10.
1016/0022-5193(64)90039-6)
Lewontin RC. 1970 The units of selection. Annu.
Rev. Ecol. Syst. 1, 1–18. (doi:10.1146/annurev.es.01.
110170.000245)
Madgwick PG, Stewart B, Belcher LJ, Thompson
CRL, Wolf JB. 2018 Strategic investment
explains patterns of cooperation and cheating in
a microbe. Proc. Natl Acad. Sci. USA 115,
E4823-E4832. (doi:10.1073/pnas.
1716087115)
Rendueles O, Amherd M, Velicer GJ. 2015
Positively frequency-dependent interference
competition maintains diversity and pervades a
natural population of cooperative microbes. Curr.
Biol. 25, 1673–1681. doi:10.1016/j.cub.2015.
04.057
Vasse M, Torres-Barcelo C, Hochberg ME. 2015
Phage selection for bacterial cheats leads to
population decline. Proc. R. Soc. B 282, 20152207.
(doi:10.1098/rspb.2015.2207)
smith j, Inglis RF. 2021 Data from: Evaluating kin
and group selection as tools for quantitative
analysis of microbial data. Dryad Digital Repository.
(doi:10.5061/dryad.g4f4qrfm5)

8

Proc. R. Soc. B 288: 20201657

Downloaded from https://royalsocietypublishing.org/ on 05 May 2022

35.

defensive symbionts to protect and privatize their
crops. Nat. Commu n. 4, 2385. (doi:10.1038/
ncomms3385)
Wade MJ. 1985 Soft selection, hard selection, kin
selection, and group selection. Am. Nat. 125,
61–73. (doi:10.1086/284328)
Inglis RF, Gardner A, Cornelis P, Buckling A. 2009
Spite and virulence in the bacterium Pseudomonas
aeruginosa. Proc. Natl Acad. Sci. USA 106,
5703–5707. (doi:10.1073/pnas.0810850106)
Inglis RF, Brown SP, Buckling A. 2012 Spite versus
cheats: competition among social strategies shapes
virulence in Pseudomonas aeruginosa. Evolution
66, 3472–3484. (doi:10.1111/j.1558-5646.2012.
01706.x)
Pollak S, Omer-Bendori S, Even-Tov E, Lipsman V,
Bareia T, Ben-Zion I, Eldar A. 2016 Facultative
cheating supports the coexistence of diverse
quorum-sensing alleles. Proc. Natl Acad. Sci. USA
113, 2152–2157. (doi:10.1073/pnas.
1520615113)
smith j, Van Dyken JD, Zee PC. 2010 A
generalization of Hamilton’s rule for the evolution
of microbial cooperation. Science 328, 1700–1703.
(doi:10.1126/science.1189675)
Damore JA, Gore J. 2012 Understanding microbial
cooperation. J. Theor. Biol. 299, 31–41. (doi:10.
1016/j.jtbi.2011.03.008)
Chuang JS, Rivoire O, Leibler S. 2010 Cooperation
and Hamilton’s rule in a simple synthetic microbial
system. Mol. Syst. Biol. 6, 398. (doi:10.1038/msb.
2010.57)
MacLean RC, Fuentes-Hernandez A, Greig D, Hurst
LD, Gudelj I. 2010 A mixture of ‘cheats’ and ‘cooperators’ can enable maximal group benefit. PLoS
Biol. 8, e1000486. (doi:10.1371/journal.pbio.
1000486)
de Vargas Roditi L, Boyle KE, Xavier JB. 2013
Multilevel selection analysis of a microbial
social trait. Mol. Syst. Biol. 9, 684. (doi:10.1038/
msb.2013.42)
Kerr B, Godfrey-Smith P. 2002 Individualist and
multi-level perspectives on selection in structured
populations. Biol. Phil. 17, 477–517. (doi:10.1023/
A:1020504900646)
Gardner A, West SA, Barton NH. 2007 The relation
between multilocus population genetics and social

royalsocietypublishing.org/journal/rspb

21. Okasha S, Martens J. 2016 The causal meaning of
Hamilton’s rule. R. Soc. Open Sci. 3, 160037. (doi:10.
1098/rsos.160037)
22. Price GR. 1972 Extension of covariance selection
mathematics. Ann. Hum. Gen. 35, 485–490. (doi:10.
1111/j.1469-1809.1957.tb01874.x)
23. Hamilton WD. 1975 Innate social aptitudes of man:
an approach from evolutionary genetics. In Biosocial
anthropology (ed. R Fox), pp. 133–155. New York,
NY: Wiley.
24. Goodnight CJ, Schwartz JM, Stevens L. 1992 Contextual
analysis of models of group selection, soft selection,
hard selection, and the evolution of altruism. Am. Nat.
140, 743–761. (doi:10.1086/285438)
25. Birch J, Okasha S. 2014 Kin selection and its critics.
BioScience 65, 22–32. (doi:10.1093/biosci/biu196)
26. Kramer J, Meunier J. 2016 Kin and multilevel
selection in social evolution: a never-ending
controversy? F1000 Res. 5, 776. (doi:10.12688/
f1000research.8018.1)
27. Ross-Gillespie A, Gardner A, West SA, Griffin AS.
2007 Frequency dependence and cooperation:
theory and a test with bacteria. Am. Nat. 170,
331–342. (doi:10.1086/519860)
28. Taylor PD, Wild G, Gardner A. 2007 Direct fitness or
inclusive fitness: how shall we model kin selection?
J. Evol. Biol. 20, 301–309. (doi:10.1111/j.14209101.2006.01196.x)
29. R Core Team. 2019 R: a language and environment
for statistical computing. Vienna, Austria: R
Foundation for Statistical Computing.
30. Akaike H. 1973 Information theory and an extension
of the maximum likelihood principle. In Proc. of the
Second Int. Symp. on Information Theory (eds BN
Petrov, S Caski), pp. 267–281. Budapest, Hungary:
Akademiai Kaido.
31. Burnham KP, Anderson DR. 2002 Model selection
and multimodel inference. New York, NY: Springer.
32. Akaike H. 1978 On the likelihood of a time series
model. J. R. Stat. Soc. D 27, 217–235. (doi:10.2307/
2988185)
33. Fiegna F, Yu YTN, Kadam SV, Velicer GJ. 2006
Evolution of an obligate social cheater to a superior
cooperator. Nature 441, 310–314. (doi:10.1038/
nature04677)
34. Brock DA, Read S, Bozhchenko A, Queller DC,
Strassmann JE. 2013 Social amoeba farmers carry

